Does access to money predict social behavior? Past work has shown that money fosters self-sufficiency and reduces interest in others. Building on this work, we tested whether income predicts the frequency and type of social interactions. Two studies using large, nationally representative samples of Americans (N ¼ 118,026) and different measures of social contact showed that higher household income was associated with less time spent socializing with others (Studies 1 and 2) and more time spent alone (Study 2). Income also predicted the nature of social contact. People with higher incomes spent less time with their families and neighbors and spent more time with their friends. These findings suggest that income is associated with how and with whom people spend their time.
Money and the Frequency of Social Connections
Money fosters self-sufficiency because it allows people to satisfy their needs without relying on others (Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2011; Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2012; Zhou et al., 2009 ). Access to greater material resources means less reliance on one's family or community for aid with food, shelter, or childcare. Conversely, for people with limited means, external threats such as the loss of a job, a broken vehicle, or family illness, can upset a fragile financial balance (Gallo & Matthews, 2003; Kraus et al., 2011; Lachman & Weaver, 1998) . Social ties can help people emotionally and materially cope with problems and threats (Cobb, 1976; Kraus et al., 2011) . A neighbor can help care for a sick child, or relatives can offer housing to the newly unemployed. Consequently, we posited that poorer people might devote extra time attending to relationships that could help them psychologically or materially manage crises. Hence, our first prediction was that less access to money (in the form of lower income) would predict more time spent socializing.
Money and the Types of Social Connections
Our second prediction was that income would affect the types of relationships that people foster and maintain. In particular, we expected that people with higher incomes would be less likely to spend time with family and neighbors. Social ties vary in the kinds of support that are expected and received (Adams & Blieszner, 1995; Wellman, 1992; Wellman & Wently, 1990; Wood & Robertson, 1978) . Family members typically provide the most substantial instrumental support, such as financial assistance with large purchases or care for elderly parents (Antonucci & Akiyama, 1995; Wellman, 1992; Wellman & Wortey, 1990) . Neighbors tend to provide small-scale or sporadic instrumental support, such as help with unexpected childcare needs or home repairs (Wellman & Wortey, 1990) . For people with limited financial resources, these social ties are likely to be crucial for managing existing and impending challenges. Hence, people with limited resources might be particularly attuned to the relationships that are most strongly associated with giving and receiving instrumental support. This led us to expect that people with lower incomes would spend more time with relatives and neighbors compared to people with higher incomes.
We were less confident about the relationship between income and time spent with friends. On the one hand, access to money tends to dampen interest in and compassion toward others. To our knowledge, these effects have not been shown to vary by relationship type. This reasoning suggests that greater income might predict less time spent with friends.
On the other hand, people with higher incomes might elect to spend their limited social time with friends rather than relatives or neighbors. Compared to family, friends tend to provide less instrumental support (Antonucci & Akiyama, 1995) . Indeed, Americans strongly prefer asking family members rather than friends for instrumental support (Travis, 1995) . Moreover, unlike many family or community relationships, friendships are voluntary (Antonucci, Akiyama, & Takahashi, 2004; Wellman, 1992) . Whereas family and neighborhood ties often are based on kinship or geographic proximity, friendships are based on preferences, values, and shared interests. Because people with greater financial resources are less likely to need others for material, pragmatic, or instrumental help, they may be more likely to attend to relationships that reflect common interests and values. From this perspective, money frees people to be socially connected with those they choose rather than those who can provide resources. Accordingly, people with higher incomes may allocate more of their social time to friends.
The Current Studies
We tested whether income predicts the frequency and type of social interactions using two large data sets consisting of nationally representative samples of American adults. These studies used different metrics of time spent with others. Study 1 tested whether household income predicted the number of evenings spent socializing each year as well as the amount of time spent with family, neighbors, and friends. Study 2 drew on a large time use survey and examined whether household income predicted the number of minutes in a day that people spent socializing with family and friends as well as the amount of time spent alone.
Study 1 Participants and Measures
Study 1 consisted of 29,399 respondents from the General Social Survey (GSS; Smith, Hout, & Marsden, 2012) . The GSS has been administered annually or semiannually since 1972 and consists of nationally representative samples of American adults. Twenty-three administrations of the GSS included questions about the frequency of social contact with relatives, neighbors, and friends and were included in our analyses. Respondents were asked, ''How often do you spend a social evening with relatives/someone who lives in your neighborhood/friends who live outside the neighborhood?'' (1 ¼ almost daily, 2 ¼ several times a week, 3 ¼ several times a month, 4 ¼ once a month, 5 ¼ several times a year, 6 ¼ once a year, 7 ¼ never). Because these options do not capture regular time intervals, we transformed them into days per year: 1 ¼ 300 days, 2 ¼ 208 days, 3 ¼ 48 days, 4 ¼ 12 days, 5 ¼ 4 days, 6 ¼ 1 day, and 7 ¼ 0 day (Glanville, Anderson, & Paxton, 2013) . We created a composite item for the three types of socializing and analyzed each type of relationship separately.
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Income was measured using inflation-adjusted household income (GSS variable: ''realinc''). The GSS collects income categorically, and categories have changed over time. Consequently, GSS statisticians created a comparable measure of income across all years by assigning each respondent the median income level of their category and adjusting for inflation (Ligon, 1994) . This variable was log transformed. 2 We controlled for demographic variables known to affect the frequency and nature of social contact. Age is a strong predictor of how often and with whom people socialize, and changes in socialization patterns over the life span are nonlinear (Carstensen, 1995) . Hence, all analyses controlled for age and age 2 . Analyses also controlled for gender (0 ¼ female, 1 ¼ male), marital status (using dummy variables for married, widowed, divorced, separated, and never married), household size, race, and hours worked in the previous week, which can affect the frequency and type of time spent with others (Schor, 2008) . Analyses also controlled for city size (1 ¼ open country to 7 ¼ city greater than 250,000) because people in rural communities tend to have more frequent contact with family members compared to people in urban settings (Hofferth & Iceland, 1998) . Race was measured using the three levels of race collected by the GSS across all survey years (Black, White, and Other). More detailed racial categories were not included in the survey until later years. Household size and hours worked were log transformed to minimize the influence of extreme outliers. We included dummy variables for survey year, given evidence that time spent socializing has declined (Putnam, 2000) . Respondents were included if they had valid data for all independent, dependent, and control variables.
Results
Simple correlations showed a significant negative correlation between household income and total time spent socializing (r ¼ À.13, p < .001), time spent socializing with family (r ¼ À.07, p < .001), and time spent socializing with neighbors (r ¼ À.16, p < .001). Household income was negatively correlated with time spent with friends (r ¼ À.03, p < .001), an effect driven entirely by marital status and age, both of which were highly correlated with household income and socializing patterns. Controlling only for marital status and age revealed that household income positively predicted time spent with friends (b ¼ 2.74, SE ¼ 0.53, p < .001). Moreover, controlling for marital status and age, household income remained a negative predictor of total time spent socializing (b ¼ À16.21, SE ¼ 1.16, p < .001), time spent with relatives (b ¼ À7.64, SE ¼ 0.67, p < .001), and time spent with neighbors (b ¼ À11.32, SE ¼ 0.60, p < .001).
We next sought to isolate the effect of income on socializing patterns, controlling for the presence of additional confounding variables. Table 1 presents the results of models using ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions. All models show the relationship between income and time spent with others controlling for variables known to affect income and social behavior. As predicted, people in households with higher incomes reported spending significantly less time socializing with others. These effects emerged even after accounting for possible income differences in time spent working, family size, and age. Moreover, income predicted the kind of relationships to which people devoted time. People in households with higher incomes spent significantly less time with relatives and neighbors and significantly more time with friends (Table 1) .
We generated predicted values for the number of evenings spent socializing across the income distribution of this sample to examine the magnitude of these effects. Predicted values were generated using the regression output to derive estimates of time spent socializing at different levels of income. All other variables were held at their mean levels. These values indicated that people with the higher incomes (þ1 SD) spent 6.4 fewer evenings socializing with other people each year than people with the lower incomes (À1 SD).
Furthermore, predicted values indicated that people in households with higher incomes (þ1 SD) spent 5.8 fewer evenings with family and 10.3 fewer evenings with neighbors each year compared to people in households with lower incomes (À1 SD). Conversely, people with higher incomes (þ1 SD) spent an additional 6.5 evenings a year with friends compared to people with lower incomes (À1 SD; Figure 1 ). 
Robustness Checks
We tested the robustness of these effects in several ways. First, we examined whether these effects were driven by differences in living arrangements. Second, we examined whether differences in geographic mobility across income provided a structural explanation for why people with higher incomes socialize less.
Living arrangements. One possible explanation for the effects is that people with lower incomes may be more likely to reside with relatives due to financial constraints. This reasoning would suggest that people with lower incomes spend more time socializing with family members simply because of housing circumstances. We therefore tested whether the results held even among people who live alone (N ¼ 6,704), using the control variables in Geographic mobility. Another possibility is that mobility differences across income can explain the results. Wealthier people often live farther away from their families of origins, in part because of greater access to employment and educational opportunities (Bell, 1998) . Consequently, they may spend less time socializing with family because of geographic separation or because they are new to the community and less familiar with their neighbors. We first examined whether people living in households with higher incomes were more likely to be geographically removed from their childhood homes. The GSS asked participants, ''When you were 16 years old, were you living in this same (city/town/ county)?'' with response options:
(1) ''same state, same city'' (40.76%), (2) ''same state, different city'' (25.77%), and (3) ''different state'' (33.46%). Simple correlations showed that household income was positively correlated with living in a different state (r ¼ .05, p < .001) and different city (r ¼ .08, p < .001).
To examine whether mobility differences accounted for the observed effects, we added mobility as a three-level control variable to the models in 
Study 2
Study 2 assessed the robustness of Study 1's results using a different metric of time spent with others, a different sample, and a different time span. Data were drawn from 10 administrations of the American Time Use Survey (ATUS) from 2002 through 2011 (total N ¼ 88,627). The ATUS consists of a large, nationally representative sample of Americans, all of whom participated in the Current Population Survey (CPS), a large survey used to calculate the national unemployment rate. Several months after respondents completed the CPS, a subsample of respondents was recruited to participate in the ATUS. In this survey, people were asked to precisely reconstruct each activity during the previous day and exactly how much time they spent in each activity.
Our analyses focused on the number of minutes respondents spent socializing with immediate and extended family members (M ¼ 318.67, SD ¼ 293.09), friends (M ¼ 56.22, SD ¼ 142.74), and by oneself outside the workplace (M ¼ 302.92, SD ¼ 260.59). Although in Study 1 the range of evenings per year spent socializing was relatively constrained, in Study 2, the number of minutes spent on any activity could range from 0 to 1,440 min. For each of our dependent variables, we had considerable outliers (e.g., 1,440 min spent socializing with friends) which resulted in highly right-skewed variables. To correct for this and create a more normal distribution, we took the square root of each variable (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2013) . Annual household income was assessed during the CPS phase of the study and measured using the following scales: 1 (< US$5,000), 2 (US$5,000-7,499), 3 (US$7,500-9,999), 4 (US$10,000-12,499), 5 (US$12,500-14,999), 6 (US$15,000-19,999), 7 (US$20,000-24,999), 8 (US$25,000-29,999), 9 (US$30,000-34,999), 10 (US$35,000-39,999), 11 (US$40,000-49,999), 12 (US$50,000-59,999), 13 (US$60,000-74,999), 14 (US$75,000-99,999), 15 (US$100,000-149,999), and 16 (US$150,00 and above). Because this coding system did not reflect consistent intervals of income, we created a continuous measure of income using the midpoint of each interval (Young, Lim, & Morgan, 2014) . Average household income was US$58,713 (SD ¼ US$46,373). This figure was log transformed. 4 As in Study 1, we also controlled for age, gender, marital status, household size, race, and the amount of time spent at work. Marital status was coded by the ATUS as follows: (1) ''spouse present'' (51.99%), (2) ''unmarried partner present'' (3.02%), and (3) ''no spouse or unmarried partner present'' (44.99%). Race was assessed using the six major racial categories in this study: (1) White (82.63%), (2) Black (12.20%), (3) American Indian (0.74%), (4) Asian (2.84%), (5) Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (0.19%), and (6) Multirace and Other (1.40%). In a follow-up question, some respondents were also asked whether they identified as Spanish, Hispanic, or Latino (N ¼ 11, 490) . Subsidiary analyses used responses to this question to gauge effects across ethnicity.
Dummy variables were added for the day of the week, given that socializing increased substantially on the weekend and varied by weekend day. As in Study 1, respondents were included if they had valid data for all variables.
Results
People reported that they spent more time with family members (M ¼ 318.67 min, SD ¼ 293.09) than friends (M ¼ 56.22, SD ¼ 142.74). They also spent a considerable amount of time by themselves outside the workplace (M ¼ 302.92, SD ¼ 260.59). Simple correlations showed that higher household income was negatively related to time spent alone (r ¼ À.16, p < .001), positively related to time spent with family (r ¼ .18, p < .001), and not significantly related to time spent with friends (r ¼ À.00, p ¼ ns). These simple correlations suggest that household income was positively associated with more time spent with others.
Yet, the patterns shown in the simple correlations were entirely attributable to two variables significantly related to both income and time allocation, age and marital status. Married people both had greater household incomes and different socializing patterns. As in Study 1, being married rather than unmarried was highly correlated with income (r ¼ .38, p < .001). Moreover, people who were married spent substantially less time alone (r ¼ À.30, p < .001) or with friends (r ¼ À.18, p < .001) and more time with family (r ¼ .53, p < .001). Also, as in Study 1, age was correlated with both household income (r ¼ À.14, p < .001) and time spent alone (r ¼ .36, p < .001), time spent with relatives (r ¼ À.13, p < .001), and time spent with friends (r ¼ À.12, p < .001). Indeed, controlling only for age and marital status, household income positively predicted time spent alone (b ¼ 0.12, SE ¼ 0.03, p < .001) and with friends (b ¼ 0.42, SE ¼ 0.03, p < .001) and negatively predicted time spent with family (b ¼ À0.63, SE ¼ 0.04, p < .001). Table 2 presents OLS regressions controlling for other robust differences across income, such as household size and time spent working. Consistent with our predictions and replicating the results of Study 1, people with higher household incomes spent more time alone (hence less time socializing). Furthermore, higher income was associated with less time with family and more time with friends. Figure 2 depicts time spent alone and time spent with others across all levels of income. All else equal, people with high (þ1 SD), compared to low (À1 SD), household incomes spent an additional 10 min alone, 22 min with friends, and 26 fewer min with family each day.
Robustness Checks
As in Study 1, we conducted additional analyses to better understand the nature of these effects, test for robustness, and rule out potential competing explanations. Study 2 included more detailed measures of time spent with family members as well as a more detailed categorization of race. These variables enabled us to test whether the effects were driven by differences in time spent caring for children and whether these effects emerged across races.
Childcare. One possible explanation for our findings is that people with lower incomes spend more time with family members because they are less able to afford childcare outside the home. We tested this possibility using a variable that captured the number of minutes in the previous day spent caring for household children. Regression analyses including the control variables in Table 2 Race and ethnicity. We tested whether similar effects emerged for Black and Hispanic respondents because past work has shown that people of Hispanic origin tend to spend more time with immediate and extended family (R. J. Taylor & Chatters, 1988) , and African Americans tend to spend more time in the community (R. L. Taylor, 1994) compared to others. To test whether similar effects emerged across races and ethnicities, we reran the regressions shown in Table 2 These patterns mirror those reported for the full sample, suggesting that the effects are not due to differences in race or ethnicity as a function of income.
General Discussion
Two studies using large, representative samples of American adults and spanning multiple decades and different metrics of time spent with others showed support for the hypotheses that money predicts how and with whom people spend their time. People with higher incomes reported spending fewer evenings socializing (Study 1) and a smaller fraction of their day in the company of others (Study 2). Moreover, income predicted how people allocated their social time. People with higher incomes spent less time socializing with family and neighbors and more time socializing with friends. Although past work has shown that both transient exposure and enduring access to money reduce attunement to others, our findings build on this work by showing that income predicts how and with whom people spend their discretionary time.
These findings might also address why, in recent years, people's social worlds seem to have shrunk. Americans report having fewer friends (McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Brashears, 2006) and being more disengaged from community life than in the past (Putnam, 2000) . Our findings suggest that rising wealth might help explain these trends. Americans have become considerably wealthier since World War II, with inflation-adjusted median household income more than doubling (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). Our results suggest that rising household income may help explain why people seem to be spending less time interacting with others.
The results should be viewed in light of some limitations. First, although we reasoned that access to money influences how and with whom people spend their time, we cannot rule out the possibility that how people choose to spend time affects their income. People who put little value on social relationships may invest more in their careers and accordingly earn higher wages than others. Yet, the results showed that income is linked to different types of social engagement, even after accounting for time spent working. This suggests that the findings are not an artifact of discretionary time but instead relate to how people choose to spend that time. In addition, while we reasoned that access to more money affects how and with whom people elect to spend their time, we cannot rule out the possibility that circumstantial differences across incomes may drive the effects. For instance, greater household resources may be negatively associated with proximity to neighbors, thereby creating a structural impediment to social contact. Even so, this possibility could be a manifestation of the desire for social distance rather than a driver of these effects.
Second, our reasoning suggests that people with more financial resources voluntarily configure social worlds that are more autonomous and, when electing to be social, more geared toward friendship than family or community. Yet given that income is negatively associated with compassion (Stellar et al., 2012) and decoding social cues (Kraus & Keltner, 2009) , it is possible that people with more money are less desirable interaction partners. As such, people may be less drawn to more prosperous relationship partners. If so, then the rich may inhabit different social worlds than the poor but for different reasons than our theorizing would suggest. Contrary to this reasoning, we found that income was positively associated with time invested in friendships, the most voluntary of the relationship types we examined. This seems to suggest that people with greater resources are deliberate architects of their social worlds.
Finally, whereas our analyses focused on the quantity of social interactions, future work could focus on the quality of those interactions. One possibility is that the greater need for material and emotional support among the poor increases investment in social relationships but also strains these relationships. Consequently, people with lower incomes may spend more time with other people but may have less fulfilling relationships. Similarly, if people are more likely to receive emotional rather than instrumental support from friends, then it is possible that people with higher incomes have better quality relationships, even if they spend less time with others. These and other inquiries would continue to reveal why and how access to money contributes to the social fabric of people's lives.
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